The current study is a substantive replication and extension of Kren's 1992 
INTRODUCTION
udgetary participation is one of the most thoroughly researched topics in management accounting. Even so, the nomological network depicting vertical budgetary participation is far from complete (Shields and Shields 1998 ). Shields and Shields recommend that future research choose variables to include in an investigation of participative budgeting based on why participation is assumed to exist within an organization. The current study assumes that participation exists because of information asymmetry within a vertical superiorsubordinate relationship and reexamines an individual-level mediating variable, job-relevant information (Kren 1992) , which is chosen to explain the informational effect of participation on subordinate performance.
Theories based on economics, psychology, and sociology have been used to explain the existence of participative budgeting (Shields and Shields 1998 ). The cognitive mechanism suggested by the psychology literature assumes that the process of participation improves subordinate performance by increasing the quality of decisions. When a subordinate possesses better job-related information, the superior is assumed to use participative budgeting to learn more about this information in order to develop a higher quality decision in the form of a budget. This cause of participative budgeting has been called "information exchange" (Hopwood 1976 ; Locke and Schweiger 1979) . Kren (1992) predicted that job-relevant information would mediate the relation between budgetary participation and individual job performance. Using survey data from 80 executive-level, profit-center managers, he found that budgetary participation facilitates the acquisition of job-relevant information which, in turn, is associated with improved performance. The current study is a substantive replication and extension of Kren utilizing survey data from a much larger sample of 259 managers and lower-level employees.
To aid in comparison with Kren's study, the current study will also test the direct link between budgetary participation and individual performance.
The Effect Of Employee Empowerment On Self-Efficacy And Job Performance
Empowerment involves the delegation of responsibility down the hierarchy so as to give "employees increased decision-making authority in respect of the execution of their primary work tasks" (Wall, Cordery and Clegg 2002, 147) . Empowerment includes such practices as job enrichment, self-managing teams, many aspects of total quality management, and various involvement schemes -such as participative budgeting (Leach et al. 2003) . One of the end results of empowering work practices is that employees develop feelings of competence or confidence in their ability to perform tasks well. For example, Leach and his associates found that empowerment improved employee self-efficacy.
Self-efficacy is a key concept in Bandura's social learning or social-cognitive theory (Bandura 1986 ). Selfefficacy is an individual's estimate of his or her ability to attain a certain level of performance in a specific task. Selfefficacy is based on individuals' assessments of all personal factors that could affect their performance -e.g., past performance, ability, adaptability, capacity to coordinate skilled sequences of actions, and resourcefulness (Bandura 1986 ). An individual's level of self-efficacy is determined mainly by the skills acquired through actual performance and the individual's beliefs about his or her performance. Individuals appear to weigh, integrate, and evaluate information about their capabilities; they then regulate their choices and efforts accordingly (Bandura, Adams, Hardy and Howells 1980).
There is evidence that self-efficacy is as important as ability in the performance of tasks. Self-efficacy affects performance through such mechanisms as effort, persistence, high personal goals, and effective analytical strategies (Bandura 1986 ). Individuals with a strong sense of efficacy are able to remain task-oriented when confronted with challenging goals and high task demands. Lack of task orientation affects efforts directed at identifying relevant information, constructing options, and testing and revising knowledge based on the results of past actions. Individuals with a low sense of efficacy easily fall apart in the face of repeated difficulties and failures. They tend to become more self-diagnostic than task-diagnostic (Bandura and Dweck 1987) . In summary, performance is affected not only by what the individual is trying to do but also by how confident he or she is of being able to do it.
Self-efficacy has been shown to predict performance in various tasks including computer software training (Gist, Schwoerer, and Rosen 1989) , interpersonal skills training (Gist, Stevens, and Bavetta 1993) and military training programs (Tannenbaum et al. 1991) . Based on the results of thirteen studies with a total of 2,285 subjects, a fairly large effect of self-efficacy on performance was found (weighted mean correlation = .39) (Locke and Latham 1990) . While Locke and Latham investigated various types of performance, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) examined work-related performance only. The results of a meta-analysis (114 studies, k = 157, N = 21,616) indicated a significant weighted mean correlation of .38. Thus, research has shown that self-efficacy influences all types of performance, even work-related performance. In their meta-analysis, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) performed additional analyses comparing the results for simple versus complex tasks. They found that, for tasks performed in field settings, the average self-efficacy-performance correlation is .52 for simple tasks compared to .20 for complex tasks. 2 Thus, the following hypothesis (stated in the alternative) is tested:
H2a:
The greater the level of budgetary participation, the greater the level of self-efficacy possessed by the employee.
H2b:
The greater the level of self-efficacy possessed by the employee, the higher the level of individual performance in achieving budgeted goals.
RESEARCH METHOD Sample
Data for this study were collected using a questionnaire survey of employees throughout the United States with the majority coming from the northeastern region of Oklahoma. Employees were selected from a variety of industries -the only criteria being that the individuals be involved in the budgeting process. The sample was obtained through four separate mailings. In three of the four mailings, human resource directors 3 were contacted; in the remaining mailing, management accountants were contacted. Lists were obtained from several sources. First, employees within a large healthcare organization located in Northwest Arkansas were contacted. Second, a list of participants of the Oklahoma Human Resources State Conference was obtained. Third, a list of 1,000 names and addresses was obtained from a commercial list broker; this list consisted of a random sample of human resource executives from across the United States. All companies with 100 or more employees were selected from the list as this size company is most likely to have formal budgeting procedures and clearly defined areas of responsibility (Dunk 1995) . Fourth, the 1998-1999 members listing of the Tulsa Chapter of the Institute of Management Accountants was obtained.
This selection process yielded 1,224 employees from 878 companies. A cover letter, questionnaire, and business reply envelope were mailed to each employee 4 . A follow-up letter and another copy of the questionnaire and business reply envelope were mailed after approximately four weeks. Of the 1,224 questionnaires distributed, 259 usable responses were received (a response rate of 21 percent) from 226 companies. 171 (66%) of the usable responses were the result of the first, second, and fourth mailings to a convenience sample of regional employees. The disadvantage of a convenience sample is there is no way of knowing if those surveyed are representative of the target population. To test for potential sampling bias, the research model was run for both the regional employees (convenience sample) and the national employees. There were no statistically significant differences between the path coefficients of the two groups.
For the overall sample, the respondents' average age was 41 years and average tenure in their current positions was 4.5 years (s.d. = 4.3). Employees from human resources, accounting/ finance, marketing, and production were included in the final sample.
The sample is dominated by healthcare firms (23 percent) and various manufacturing firms (28 percent). Independent sample t-tests found no difference between the means of responses from manufacturing employees and those from employees of non-manufacturing firms with respect to participation, self-efficacy, and job-relevant information variables. The t-tests did indicate a statistically significant difference in the level of self-reported performance between employees in manufacturing firms and employees in non-manufacturing firms. The mean level of performance for the 72 employees working in manufacturing was 5.358 (std. dev. = .803) on a seven-point scale compared to a mean of 5.559 (std. dev. = .794) for employees in non-manufacturing firms (p = .074). This result, however, does not suggest the necessity of running separate analyses for manufacturing and non-manufacturing employees.
T-tests were also conducted to determine if a bias exists within the healthcare industry. Independent sample t-tests found no difference between the means of responses from healthcare employees and those from employees of non-healthcare firms with respect to demographic and model variables.
Measures
The Appendix contains an abbreviated copy of the research questionnaire used to measure the self-reported variables in this study.
This study measures performance using Fraser's (1995) four-question instrument. Two questions ask respondents to indicate their performance against their specific budget objectives while the other two questions ask respondents to indicate their overall performance. Within each pair of questions, respondents are asked two other questions. First, they are asked to list the three main factors that their supervisors use to assess their performance and, second, they are asked to indicate their supervisors' ratings based on these factors. 5 Using a seven-point likert scale, a rating of one indicates performance well below average, four indicates average performance, and seven indicates performance well above average. Responses to all four questions were averaged and used as a composite measure of performance (Coefficient alpha = .91).
Fraser (1995) developed his four-question instrument based on the overall measure of performance used in the Mahoney et al. (1963) self-rating of performance. Mahoney's scale captures a self-reported measure of performance on the following tasks: planning, investigating, coordinating, evaluation, supervising, staffing, negotiating, and representing. It also captures a self-reported measure of overall performance. Both Brownell and Dunk (1991) and Abernathy and Brownell (1992) found that a large proportion of the variance in the overall performance rating was explained by the variance in the eight separate dimensions of performance. This provides empirical support for utilizing a single overall measure. The final survey instrument utilized in the current study consisted of four pages of questions and, in an attempt to reduce non-response bias, the researchers chose to include Fraser's four-question version of the performance scale, as opposed to the lengthier Mahoney et al. scale. In addition, requiring the manager to list the three main objectives (i.e., aspects of performance) most important to the superior in assessing performance gives the respondent reference points for use in gathering measures of self-efficacy. Some researchers have argued that self-ratings are not objective and contain a leniency bias compared to ratings obtained from a superior. This may cause problems during statistical analysis, as lenient measures tend not to be normally distributed, but rather tend to cluster around the upper-end of the performance scale. For example, the current self-reported performance measures ranged from 2.3 to 7.0 on a seven-point scale; however, 90% of these measures were between 4.50 and 6.35. Leniency bias should not create a significant problem in the current study, however, as theory predicts the same positive effect of job-relevant information and self-efficacy for all employees, not just high performing or low performing employees.
Self-efficacy is measured using a likert-scale version of Bandura's (1990) scale. 6 Similar types of scales have been used by other researchers and their validity has been ascertained by Maurer and Pierce (1998) . The results of Maurer and Pierce indicate that likert-type and traditional measures of self-efficacy have similar reliability-error variance, provide equivalent levels of prediction, and have similar factor structure and similar discriminability. The three dimensions of performance that were identified by the respondent as most important in the superior's evaluation of the respondent's overall performance were used to obtain measures of manager self-efficacy. The respondent was asked to refer to each objective he or she listed and was asked to complete the following statement, "I can state with absolute certainty (i.e., 100% confidence) that my current performance will be ...". Using a 9-point likert scale, a score of one is "20% under my goal", a score of five is "meet my goal exactly", and a score of nine is "20% over my goal". If the objective related to sales or meeting specific organizational goals (e.g., enforcing compliance to policies and procedures) then the answer was coded as indicated by the respondent. However, if the objective related to costs, the answer given was reverse coded. In the current study, the reliability coefficient for this scale was .70.
The scale developed by Kren (1992) to measure job-relevant information was used in this study. The reliability coefficient from the Kren study was .72; the reliability coefficient for the current study is .82. In addition, responses to all three questions loaded on one factor with an eigen value greater than one. The objective of this scale is to assess the extent to which respondents perceive that information is available for effective job-related decisions. A response of one means the respondent strongly disagrees and five means strongly agrees. A score of five indicates that the respondent feels that he or she has all information which is necessary to perform the job, while a score of one indicates that the manager feels that he or she is lacking the knowledge necessary to perform the job. A score of three is considered neutral.
To determine respondents' perceptions of their degree of influence on the budget, the six-item scale developed by Milani (1975) was used. This scale has been used by prior researchers who have reported satisfactory reliability and validity for the scale (Brownell 1982a; Mia 1989 ). For example, the reliability coefficient of the sixitem scale from the Mia study was .91; the reliability coefficient for the current study is .64. A factor analysis of the six-item scale indicates that the sixth item is loading on a separate factor. When the sixth item is removed, the items load on one factor only and the reliability coefficient of the scale increases to .69. The five-item scale is used in the subsequent statistical analysis.
Similar to the job-relevant information scale, the six questions are answered on a scale of one to five where one means the respondent strongly disagrees and five means the respondent strongly agrees. A score of five indicates that the respondent feels heavily involved in the budgeting process, while a score of one indicates that the respondent feels that his or her involvement in the process is nominal at best. A score of three is considered neutral.
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Test Of Response Bias
Response bias can be a problem when using surveys to gather research data, and several tests are available to detect possible response bias. A commonly-used test is the non-parametric runs test (Norusis and SPSS Inc. 1993). The non-parametric runs test indicates if a biased pattern exists for selected variables. The runs test using both the mean and the median as the cut-off point indicated somewhat of a response bias (p<.10) for the first and third items on the job-relevant information scale. As another test of response bias, the hypothesized model was run for both "timely" and "late" respondents (more than 21 days between date of distribution and date of receipt of the completed survey). No statistically significant differences were noted.
The first two tables provide descriptive statistics of selected variables. Table 1 provides the hypothetical range, actual range, mean and standard deviation for the measured variables 7 , while Table 2 provides a correlation matrix. The significant, zero-order correlation between participation and information is consistent with Hypothesis 1a, as is the correlation between JRI and performance (H1b). Significant zero-order correlations were also found between participation and self-efficacy (H2a) as well as self-efficacy and performance (H2b). The zero-order correlation between participation and performance is also significant and will be explained more clearly by participation's effect on job-relevant information and self-efficacy. A score of five indicates that the respondent feels that he has all the information necessary to perform the job, while a score of one indicates that the respondent is lacking necessary information.
Descriptive Statistics
Self-efficacy:
Measured using a likert-scale version of Bandura's (1990) scale. A score of one indicates that the employee feels that he will perform at 20% under his goal, a score of five indicates that he will meet his goal exactly, and a score of nine indicates that he will perform at 20% over his goal. Lower scores indicate confidence in performing at higher levels.
Performance: Measured using Fraser's (1995) four-question instrument.
A rating of one indicates performance well below average, four indicates average performance, and seven indicates performance well above average. 
Tests Of Hypotheses
In Table 3 , the standardized regression coefficients along with their t-statistics are presented. The first set of hypotheses predicts that the greater the level of participation, the greater will be the job-relevant information possessed by the employee (H1a) and that greater levels of job-relevant information will be associated with a higher level of performance in meeting budgeted performance goals (H1b). H1a is supported for the entire sample of employees. For every standard deviation increase in the participation measure, the data predicts a .598 standard deviation increase in information for the average employee.
In order to test for differences between employees with little experience compared to employees with more experience, the sample was split in two, based on mean years of experience in the current job. No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups. Next, in order to increase the power of the test, the sample was divided into three equal groups and the top and bottom thirds were compared with respect to the hypothesis. Employees with little experience in their current positions (less than 1.75 years) gained more information through the participation process (b = .637) than did employees with high experience (more than 4.42 years, b = .581).
Not only is budgetary participation expected to increase the amount of information possessed by the employee, but also greater levels of participation should be associated with higher levels of employee self-efficacy (H2a). This hypothesis is supported for the total sample of employees and the sample of low-experience employees, but not for the sample of high-experience employees.
Hypothesis 1b predicts that higher amounts of job-relevant information will be positively associated with higher self-reported levels of performance. When this hypothesis is tested using Kren's model which includes a direct effect of participation on performance (See Equation 3, Table 3 ), strong support for the mediating effect of jobrelevant information is found for the entire sample and the low experience group. However, the relation between information and performance is only weakly significant for the high-experience sample (p=.060). It is possible that this result is at least partially explained by the effect of self-efficacy on performance.
To test for this possibility, a fourth regression was run which included participation, job-relevant information, and self-efficacy. The direct effect of participation on performance was not statistically significant while the links between information and performance as well as between self-efficacy and performance were significant. In addition, the association between self-efficacy and performance was large (B = .337), more than two and one-half times the size of the effect of job-relevant information on performance (B = .126). When comparing the low and high experience groups, one notes that the regression coefficient for the self-efficacy variable of the low experience group was almost twice as large as that of the high experience group (.417 compared to .234).
Path analysis is used to decompose the total relation between performance and participation into direct and indirect effects through job-relevant information and self-efficacy. The total relationship can be measured with the zero-order correlation coefficient between participation and performance as reported in Table 2 . The path coefficient for participation from Equation 4 provides an estimate of the direct effect (i.e., the effect through the unobserved intervening variables of job relevant information and self-efficacy). The effect of the intervening variables can be estimated using the path coefficients from Equation 4 and the zero-order correlations. The decomposition of the linkages in the model is shown in Table 4 . The prediction of hypotheses H1 and H2 together was that most of the effect of participation on performance would be indirect (through job-relevant information and self-efficacy) with little direct effect. The results support this prediction. Specifically, the direct effect of participation on performance (.055) is small relative to the indirect effect through the mediating variables (.168). For every standard deviation increase in participation, job-relevant information increases .598 standard deviation, and for every standard deviation increase in job-relevant information, performance increases by .126 standard deviation. Similarly, for every standard deviation increase in participation, self-efficacy increases .109 standard deviation, and for every standard deviation increase in self-efficacy, performance increases by .337 standard deviation. In total, for every standard deviation increase in participation, performance increases by .168 standard deviation. In addition, only a small portion of the relationship between the mediating variables and performance is spurious (-.088, .029) relative to the direct effects. Overall, the results indicate that jobrelevant information and self-efficacy completely mediate the relationship between budgetary participation and individual job performance.
Limitations
While the current study attempts to add to the nomological network describing the budgetary participation paradigm, the research design of the current study limits its contributions. First, the current study assumes that information asymmetry is the reason for the presence of budgetary participation within the firms. This assumption was not verified by the respondents and, as such, our understanding of possible antecedents is neither confirmed nor enhanced. Second, the current study relies upon the written, mail survey approach to gather its data. Common method bias from self-reported data may lead to overestimates of model relationships, particularly between the jobrelevant information and participation measures (Kren 1992) . Third, the current study examined statistical associations at one point in time. As such, statements about the direction of relationships can only be made in terms of the consistency of the results with the effects proposed in the theoretical discussion. Future research would benefit from a longitudinal field study approach. Fourth, there are problems with several of the measures employed in the study. The current study did not utilize Mahoney et al.'s (1963) measure of performance; as such, comparison with other budgetary participation studies is made more difficult. Also, the current study employed too general a measure of participation. Separate measures of involvement and influence of participation would have been more appropriate for use in testing the research questions. And finally, the measure of self-efficacy utilized in this study did not measure the competence aspect of self-efficacy, but rather only the contingency aspect. While the measure utilized in the current study captures a major component of self-efficacy, more complete measures are available for use in research.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The current study investigated the indirect effect of participation in the budgeting process on individual job performance. Specifically, it examined the mediating effects of job-relevant information and self-efficacy. The first group of hypotheses dealt with the effect of participation on information. The hypotheses in this group asserted that the more managers perceived that they were allowed to participate in the budgeting process, the greater would be the job-relevant information possessed by the managers. In turn, greater levels of job-relevant information would be associated with greater levels of performance in achieving budgeted goals. The second group of hypotheses proposed the same effect for self-efficacy (i.e., greater participation would be associated with higher levels of self-efficacy which, in turn, would be associated with higher levels of performance).
The results indicate that perceived levels of participation are positively associated with perceived levels of job-relevant information and that job-relevant information is positively associated with self-reported job performance. In addition, perceived levels of participation are positively associated with employee self-efficacy and that selfefficacy is positively associated with job performance. A decomposition of the path analysis model relationships suggest that job-relevant information and self-efficacy mediate the relationship between participation and job performance. As such, the results provide empirical evidence that the benefits of participation occur at levels within the organization as well as the traditional upper management levels.
The current study examined participation as experienced by employees at different levels within different organizations. This increases the generalizability of the findings, yet decreases the internal validity of the study. It is not clear whether the respondents were involved in a typical vertical participation between a superior and a subordinate or rather they were involved in a type of horizontal participation involving team members. Horizontal participation has become a common practice in the workplace. Although self-managed teamwork generally improves productivity and quality of work life (Cohen 1994) , ineffectual self-managing groups are not uncommon. Evidence suggests that perceived collective efficacy may be a key mechanism governing successful self-managed teamwork (Bandura 1986, 448) . Future research within the budgetary participation paradigm will want to examine perceived collective efficacy
Endnotes
1.
Shields and Shields (1998) surveyed managers and found that sharing of information and coordinating interdependence were the two most important reasons for the existence of participative budgeting at the firms where the managers were employed. 2.
All of the major variables, except for responses to the second and third statements on the self-efficacy scale, show signs of skewness and kurtosis. When all 259 responses are included, Performance (skew = -1.022; kurtosis = 2.330) shows the greatest signs of non-normality. Two outliers, identified by Mahalanobis distance, were removed from the sample. 3.
Wood (1986) set forth the criteria for task complexity. A task is judged complex if performance on the task is not increased just through effort or persistence; instead increased performance also requires ability though the use of effective task strategies. Task difficulty has also been defined in terms of the ability to specify input/output relations. The easier and more objective the specification, the lower is the task difficulty (Brownell and Dunk 1991).
4.
Human resource directors were targeted as they are intimately involved in the performance evaluation process and know which employees are best suited to participate in the study. 5.
In the mailing to participants of the Oklahoma Human Resources State Conference, three copies of the questionnaire were included. The HR directors were asked to complete one survey and to distribute the others to appropriate managers within their organizations. 6.
Steel and Ovalle (1984) found that the correlation with supervisory ratings "improved somewhat" when respondents were asked to report how they thought their supervisors would evaluate their performance. 7.
The typical self-efficacy scale as developed by Bandura (1990) measures self-efficacy magnitude and strength. It requires the participant to (a) answer yes or no to a question of whether or not he or she will be able to perform a specific task at a certain level (assessing magnitude) and (b) give his or her percent confidence in that answer (assessing strength). These responses are then combined to determine a selfefficacy score.
